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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

The following is a quotation of 37 CFR 1 .75(a): 

The specification must conclude with a claim particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject 
matter which the applicant regards as his invention or discovery. 

* 

Claims 5, 14, and 19 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(a), as failing to particularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which application regards as his 
invention or discovery. 

Claims 5 and 14 are objected to for citing "and/or" which is unclear. Either "and" or "or" 
must be selected. For purposes of examination, Examiner has interpreted these claim 
as using "or." Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim 19 is objected to for including what is presumed to be a typographical error. The 
claim reads as follows: 

"The method according to Claim 18, are generated a set of hypotheses for each 
caliper." 

For purpose of examination, Examiner has interpreted this claim as follows: The method 
according to Claim 18, wherein a set of hypotheses is generated for each caliper. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Application/Control Number: 10/533,804 
Art Unit: 2624 



Page 3 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-4, 10, and 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Renault (FR 2741438). 



Regarding claim 1, Renault discloses a device for detecting a structure, to be applied 
to a substrate, comprising: an illumination module (Fig. 1, num. 6), a sensor unit (Fig. 1, 
num. 7), the sensor unit being provided on a device that applies the structure (Fig. 1 , 
num. 6) to the substrate (Fig. 1, num. 5), the sensor unit obtaining an image of an area 
of the substrate ("at least a camera to record the images of the cord during the 
operation of the deposit", paragraph 9 of page 1 ); and an analytical unit placing a set of 
calipers over a set of data determined from the image, whereby the calipers extend at a 
non-parallel angle to a track upon the substrate ("Let us consider the treated image 
number N (see Fig. 4). The points An and Bn are provided by the phase of training as 
described above, then the orthogonal successive Pj profiles with the segment [An, Bn] 
are positioned.", paragraph 9 on page 3), the image illustrating structure through a 
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brightness profile of gray values along the calipers, the analytic unit performing structure 
determination according to width of structure ("By considering the various levels of gray 
on the Pj segment, the edge B2 corresponds to a rising face and the edge B2i +1 with a 
downward face of a signal representative of the levels of gray. On each Pj profile, two 
rising faces and two downward faces are given. Detected cord 3 corresponds to the 
pairing of a rising face and a downward face. The diameter of the cord is then defined 
as being the distance between the two faces.", paragraph 1 1 on page 3) 

Regarding claim 2, Renault discloses the device according to claim 1, wherein the 
sensor unit is positioned directly at the exit of the facility for the application of the 
structure (see Fig. 1 , "Camera 7 and the means of lighting 6 preferably appreciably 
coaxial and are directed towards cord 3, and are fixed on the body of tube 2 near the 
end of this one, via a common support 10. Thus it is possible not only to obtain a 
precise image and of big size of cord 3, but also an image deprived of parasitic 
vibrations, since the movements of camera 7 and tube 2 are coordinated.", paragraph 7 
on page 2). 

Regarding claim 3, Renault discloses the device according to claim 1 wherein the 
sensor unit comprises a video-sensor which records one and/or several picture lines 
(Fig. 1, num. 7). 
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Regarding claim 4, Renault discloses the device according to claim 1 wherein the 
illumination module contains a white light illumination module ("the means of lighting 
comprise a lighting in halogenous light", paragraph 10 on page 1). Halogen lighting is a 
white light source. 

Regarding claim 10, Renault discloses the device according to claim 1 wherein the 
analytical unit performs the structure determination, in addition, according to at least 
one of the following criteria: d. Co-linearity of the actual position; f. Co-linearity of the 
actual width of the structure; h. Co-linearity of the actual brightness of the structure; and 
j. Co-linearity of the actual brightness of the background. Renault uses the criteria of 
co-linearity of the actual brightness of the structure and the co-linearity of the actual 
brightness of the background to determine the edge as shown in the following statement 
made in page 3 in paragraph 1 1 : "By considering the levels of gray on the Pj segment, 
the edge... corresponds to a rising face and the edge... .with a downward face of a 
signal representative of the levels of gray. On each Pj profile, two rising faces and two 
downward faces are given. Detected cord 3 corresponds to the pairing of a rising face 
and a downward face. The diameter of the cord is then defined as being the distance 
between the two faces." 

Regarding claim 13, Renault discloses a method for the detection of a structure 
applied to a substrate, comprising: a) providing an illumination module (Fig. 1, num. 6) 
and a sensor unit (Fig. 1, num. 7) on the device that applies (Fig. 1, num. 2) the 
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structure (Fig.1, num. 3) to the substrate (Fig. 1, num. 5); b) determining the structure 
during the application of the structure to the substrate ("it gives uninterrupted the 
diameters and the positions of cord 3 during each operation of deposit", paragraph 8 of 
page 3), whereby the structure determination is performed by means of calipers, which 
extend non-parallel to a track of the substrate and structure (Fig. 4; "The points An and 
Bn are provided by the phase of training as described above, then the orthogonal 
successive Pj profiles with the segment [An, Bn] are positioned.", paragraph 9 on page 
3), the structure being determined by means of the brightness); and displaying a profile 
of the structure (Fig. 1 , num. 9), and corresponding error areas ("sight of the defects 
raised on the screen", paragraph 12 of page 2; "publish a report/ratio of control in the 
event of detection of a defect to give the dimensional specifications in particular of 
them.", paragraph 14 of page 3); whereby the structure determination is performed by 
means of the analysis of the brightness profile of the gray values along the caliper 
according to at least one of the following criteria: a. Level of edge contrast b. Width of 
structure c. Difference between set vs actual position e. Difference between set vs 
actual width of the structure g. Difference between set vs actual brightness of the 
structure i. Difference between set vs actual brightness of the background. The width of 
the structure is used in structure determination by means of the brightness profile of the 
gray values along the calipers as illustrated in the following third paragraph of page 2: 
"To determine the diameter of the current cord (structure), one determines its transverse 
limits using levels of gray, the passage on the cord corresponding to a rising face of a 
signal representative of the level of gray, and the passage to leave the cord 
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corresponding to a downward face of the signal representative of the level of ray, the 
current diameter of the cord being consisted the distance between the face going up 
and the downward face." 

Regarding claim 14, while Renault discloses the method according to claim 13, 
Renault does not disclose whereby the structure determination is performed with at 
least one illumination module being a white light module ("the means of lighting 
comprise a lighting in halogenous light", paragraph 10 on page 1). Halogen lighting is a 
white light source. 

Regarding claim 15, Renault discloses the method according to any one of the claim 
1 3, whereby substrate data are used for structure determination and corresponding 
error analysis. Renault uses the criteria of the co-linearity of the actual brightness of the 
background (the substrate) to determine the edge as shown in the following statement 
made in page 3 in paragraph 1 1 : "By considering the levels of gray on the Pj segment, 
the edge... corresponds to a rising face and the edge.... with a downward face of a 
signal representative of the levels of gray. On each Pj profile, two rising faces and two 
downward faces are given. Detected cord 3 corresponds to the pairing of a rising face 
and a downward face. The diameter of the cord is then defined as being the distance 
between the two faces." 
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Regarding claim 16, Renault discloses the method according to claim 13, whereby 
different error areas can be displayed separately by the visualization software 
("According to the invention, the means of analysis 8 comprise means of memory 1 1 
(Fig. 2) to safeguard the images of the defects of cord 3 which are localized during the 
deposit. These means of memory 1 1 being organized to allow the analysis of the 
image," Renault, paragraph 9 of page 2, "The memorized images are visualized either 

simultaneously, or later on with the realization of cord 3 At the end of the cycle, it is 

possible to visualize the image number N again.", Renault, paragraph 15 of page 2) 

Regarding claim 17, Renault discloses the method according to claim 13, whereby the 
structure determination, in addition, is performed according to at least one of the 
following criteria: d. Co-linearity of the actual position f. Co-linearity of the actual width of 
the structure h. Co-linearity of the actual brightness of the structure j. Co-linearity of the 
actual brightness of the background. Renault uses the criteria of co r linearity of the 
actual brightness of the structure and the co-linearity of the actual brightness of the 
background to determine the edge as shown in the following statement made in page 3 
in paragraph 1 1 : "By considering the levels of gray on the Pj segment, the 
edge... corresponds to a rising face and the edge.... with a downward face of a signal 
representative of the levels of gray. On each Pj profile, two rising faces and two 
downward faces are given. Detected cord 3 corresponds to the pairing of a rising face 
and a downward face. The diameter of the cord is then defined as being the distance 
between the two faces." 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Renault 
(FR 2741438) and Konagaya (US 6985217). 

Regarding claim 5, while Renault discloses the device according to claim 1 Renault 
does not disclose wherein the illumination module is an LED illumination module 
radiating the spectral ranges, red, blue, green, infrared or ultra-violet. 

Konagaya teaches wherein the illumination module is an LED illumination 
module radiating infrared (column 1, line 20-40). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the invention of Renault to include infrared light as taught by 
Konagaya because as Konagaya states in column 1, lines 20-40, "the infrared rays are 
also used for detecting positions of the dust, the scratch and so forth." 
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Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Renault 
(FR 2741438) and Edwards et al. (US 4704603). 

Regarding claim 6, while Renault discloses the device according to claim 1 , 
Renault does not further disclose comprising multiple illumination modules. 

Edwards teaches a glue detection system further comprising multiple illumination 
modules (Edwards, Fig. 2; column 1 , lines 23-59). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of Renault to include multiple illumination modules as taught by 
Edwards because as is stated in column 1, between lines 23 to 59 "discrimination of 
specular from diffuse reflection of light" can "be the principle by which the sensor 
detects the presence of glue on the surface of the boards." 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Renault 
(FR 2741438) and Shepard (US 6751342) and Thompson (US 2002/0122583). 
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Regarding claim 7, while Renault discloses the device according to claim 1 , Renault 
does not further disclose wherein the analytical unit is provided within the sensor unit 
and the quality criteria are set by means of an external control unit. 

Shepard teaches wherein the analytical unit is provided within the sensor unit (column 
8, lines 6-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of Renault to incorporate the analytical unit into the senor unit as 
taught by Shephard in order to "greatly reduce the data volume and manipulation 
normally associated" (Shephard, column 8, lines 10-11). 

Shephard does not disclose whereby the quality criteria are set by means of an external 
control unit. 

Thompson teaches a device whereby quality criteria are set by means of an external 
control unit (Thompson, paragraph 36). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of the combination of Renault and Shephard to set the quality 
criteria by means of an external control unit as taught by Thompson in order to provide 
"innstruction on how to accomplish a job at hand, diagnostic information and/or support 
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information may also be transmitted to and from the maintenance apparatus" 
(Thompson, paragraph 36). 



Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Renault 
(FR 2741438) and Goodman (US 4731931). 

Regarding claim 8, while Renault discloses the device according to claim 1 Renault 
does not disclose wherein the analytical unit generates a set of hypotheses for each 
caliper. 

Goodman discloses wherein a set of hypothesis for each caliper is generated. These 
include edge-to-edge, point-to-point, hole-to-hole, and edge-to-hole (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of Renault to include generating a set of hypotheses for each 
caliper, in order to "accurately provide hole-to-hole measurements and edge-to-hole 
measurements, directly, without calculations or interpretations" 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Renault 
(FR 2741438) and Goodman (US 4731931), further in view of Engel et al. (US 
5371690). 
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Regarding claim 9, while the combination of the invention of Renault and Goodman 
disclose the device according to claim 8, the combination of the invention of Renault 
and Goodman does not disclose wherein the analytical unit links neighboring sets of 
hypotheses. 

Engel teaches wherein the analytical unit links neighboring sets of hypotheses (Engel, 
column 7, lines 29^46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of the combination of Renault and Goodman to include a method 
wherein the analytical unit links neighboring sets of hypotheses as taught by Engel as 
stated in column 7 between lines 30-36, "by applying multiple calipers along the length 
of an edge (or edge pair) it is possible to determine angle, straightness, and continuity." 

Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Renault 
(FR 2741438) and Fazzio et al. (US 6825856). 

Regarding claim 11, while Renault discloses the device according to claim 1, Renault 
does not further disclose comprising a three-dimensional display made possible by 
means of the position of the sensor unit and the structure determination. 
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Fazzio teaches a device comprising a three-dimensional display made possible by 
means of the position of the sensor unit and the structure determination (Fazzio, column 
3, line 60-column 4, line 23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of Renault to include a three-dimensional display as taught by 
Fazzio in order to provide "a multidimensional depiction of an object to be inspected on 
a display screen" as stated by Fazzio in column 4, lines 3-4. "The multidimensional 
dimensional depiction on the display screen can be visually morphed to depict 
maximum and minimum tolerances. The user can select and set maximum and 
minimum tolerances, settings, thresholds, dimensions, etc. on the multidimensional 
image" (Fazzio, column 4, lines 3-9). More specifically, by "viewing a three dimensional 
depiction of the structure and "then morphing the depiction of the" structure one can 
"establish maximum and minimum acceptable limits for such" structure "being viewed 
and tested in a classification /manufacturing test apparatus." (Fazzio, column 1, lines 
14-23). 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Renault 
(FR 2741438) and Thompson (US 2002/0122583). 
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Regarding claim 12, while Renault discloses a device according to claim 1, Renault 
does not disclose further comprising a network connection that provides triggering and 
analysis over one of the Internet or Intranet. 

Thompson teaches an inspection system comprising a network connection that provides 
triggering and analysis over the Internet (Thompson, paragraph 26 and 36). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of Renault by including a network connection that provides 
triggering and analysis over the Internet as taught by Thompson so that it can be "used 
by maintenance personnel to capture images of the equipment or objects they are 
inspecting or maintaining as well as enter notes or detailed descriptions in writing" as 
stated in paragraph 26 of the Thompson reference. 

Claims 18, 21, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Renault (FR 2741438) and McKendrick (US 5208995). 

Regarding claim 18, Renault discloses a method for the detection of an adhesive 
extrusion line applied comprising: a) Obtaining an image showing the structure to be 
detected ("The training will consist in giving on each image the position of cord 3 
symbolized by median 13 of the cord", paragraph 4 of page 3); b) Placing support points 
along the structure to be detected ("The points An and Bn are provided by the phase of 
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training as described above," paragraph 9 of page 3); c) Connecting the support points 
to generate a reference line ("On the following image, i.e. the image number n +1 , the 
points An +1 and Bn +1 will be deduced from the An points and Bn precedents by a 
mechanism of continuation gradually.", paragraph 6 of page 3); whereby, in addition, an 
inspection area along the reference line is defined ("One indicates by C1 and C2 circles 
centered on the tube 2, on which one seeks the presence of the cord of adhesive 3. 
One indicates per An and Bn points of intersection of the median segment 13 of the 
cord with the circles C1 and C2", paragraph 5 of page 3); d) Defining a range of 
tolerance ("Defects of position of the adhesive compared to sheet, in particular at the 
beginning of deposit, and compared to a deposit of reference. Variations of diameter of 
the cord of adhesive of a percentage determined in more or less, for example 5%, 
compared to the diameter of a deposit of reference.", paragraph 8 of page 1); e) 
Determining whether or not the structure is within the range of tolerance ("to compare in 
an automatic way the position and the diameter currents with the corresponding values 
of reference, and the result, to indicate if the position and the diameter of the current 
cord are acceptable.", paragraph 2 of page 2); and placing a set of calipers over a set of 
data in the image ("Let us consider the treated image number N (see Figure 4). The 
points An and Bn are provided by the phase of training as described above, then the 
orthogonal successive Pj profiles with the segment [An, Bn] are positioned.", paragraph 
9 on page 3), the structure being determined by means of the brightness profile Of the 
gray values along the calipers ("By considering the various levels of gray on the Pj 
segment, the edge B2 corresponds to a rising face and the edge B2i +1 with a 
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downward face of a signal representative of the levels of gray. On each Pj profile, two 
rising faces and two downward faces are given. Detected cord 3 corresponds to the 
pairing of a rising face and a downward face. The diameter of the cord is then defined 
as being the distance between the two faces." .paragraph 1 1 on page 3) . 

While Renault clearly defines a range of tolerance, Renault's Figure 4 does not explicitly 
show the "range of tolerance along the reference line." 

McKendrick very explicitly teaches defining a range of tolerance along a reference line 
(McKendrick, column 6, lines 22-28). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of Renault to define a range of tolerances along the reference 
line as taught by McKendrick so as to "compare with the reference standard 
corresponding to an ideal part in order to determine whether unacceptable variation in 
these features has occurred" as stated in the McKendrick reference in column 1 , lines 
22 to 25. 

Regarding claim 21, the combination of Renault and McKendrick discloses the method 
according to claim 18, whereby the structure determination, is performed according to at 
least one of the following criteria: a. Co-linearity of the actual position, b. Co-linearity of 
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the actual width of the structure, c. Co-linearity of the actual brightness of the structure, 
d. Co-linearity of the actual brightness of the background. Renault uses the criteria of 
co-linearity of the actual brightness of the structure and the co-linearity of the actual 
brightness of the background to determine the edge as shown in the following statement 
made on page 3 in paragraph 11: "By considering the levels of gray on the Pj segment, 
the edge... corresponds to a rising face and the edge... .with a downward face of a 
signal representative of the levels of gray. On each Pj profile, two rising faces and two 
downward faces are given. Detected cord 3 corresponds to the pairing of a rising face 
and a downward face. The diameter of the cord is then defined as being the distance 
between the two faces." 

Regarding claim 23, the combination of Renault and McKendrick discloses the method 
of claim 18, wherein the structure determination is performed according to at least one 
of the following criteria: a. Level of edge contrast; b. Width of structure; c. Difference 
between set vs actual position; d. Difference between set vs actual width of the 
structure; e. Difference between set vs actual brightness of the structure; and f. 
Difference between set vs actual brightness of the background. ("By considering the 
various levels of gray on the Pj segment, the edge B2 corresponds to a rising face and 
the edge B2i +1 with a downward face of a signal representative of the levels of gray. 
On each Pj profile, two rising faces and two downward faces are given. Detected cord 3 
corresponds to the pairing of a rising face and a downward face. The diameter of the 
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cord is then defined as being the distance between the two faces.", paragraph 1 1 on 
page 3) 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Renault 
(FR 2741438) and McKendrick (US 5208995), further in view of Goodman (US 
4731931). 

Regarding claim 19, while the combination of Renault and McKendrick discloses the 
method according to claim 18, the combination of Renault and McKendrick does not 
further disclose a method wherein a set of hypotheses is generated for each caliper. 

Goodman teaches wherein a set of hypothesis for each caliper is generated. These 
include edge-to-edge, point-to-point, hole-to-hole, and edge-to-hole (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of the combination of Renault and McKendrick to include 
generating a set of hypotheses for each caliper in order to "accurately provide hole-to- 
hole measurements and edge-to-hole measurements, directly, without calculations or 
interpretations" as stated in the Goodman reference in column 1 , lines 41 to 47. 
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Regarding claim 20, while the combination of Renault, McKendrick and Goodman 
disclose the method according to claim 19, the combination of Renault, McKendrick 
and Goodman do not disclose wherein neighboring sets of hypotheses are linked. 

Engel teaches a method wherein neighboring sets of hypotheses are linked (Engel, 
column 7, lines 29-46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of the combination of Renault, McKendrick, and Goodman to 
include a method wherein neighboring sets of hypotheses are linked as taught by Engel 
because as stated in column 7 between lines 30-36 of the Engel reference "by applying 
multiple calipers along the length of an edge (or edge pair) it is possible to determine 
angle, straightness, and continuity." 

Regarding claim 22, while the combination of Renault and McKendrick disclose the 
method of claim 18, the combination of Renault and McKendrick does not disclose 
further comprising generating a set of hypotheses for the calipers, and linking 
neighboring sets of hypotheses. 

Goodman teaches wherein a set of hypotheses for each caliper is generated. These 
include edge-to-edge, point-to-point, hole-to-hole, and edge-to-hole (abstract). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of the combination of Renault and McKendrick to include 
generating a set of hypotheses for each caliper in order to "accurately provide hole-to- 
hole measurements and edge-to-hole measurements, directly, without calculations or 
interpretations" as stated in the Goodman reference in column 1 , lines 41 to 47. 

Goodman does not disclose linking neighboring sets of hypotheses. 

Engel teaches a method linking neighboring sets of hypotheses (Engel, column 7, lines 
29-46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the invention of the combination of Renault, McKendrick, and Goodman to 
include a method linking neighboring sets of hypotheses as taught by Engel because as 
stated in column 7 between lines 30-36 of the Engel reference "by applying multiple 
calipers along the length of an edge (or edge pair) it is possible to determine angle, 
straightness, and continuity." 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Elisa M. Rice whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1582. The examiner can normally be reached on 8: 00a.m. -5: 30p.m. EST Monday thru 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian P. Werner can be reached on (571)272-7401. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Elisa Rice -££ 11/I3/SIOO} 

Patent Examiner 
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